


Wagner, Carmen (DNR) 

From: Jon & Barbara [mcknyjon@cheqnet.net]
Sent: Monday, December 29, 2003 10:02 PM
To: Herkert, Toni
Subject: NON-CONFORMING STRUCTURES!
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Flexibility is the right word in regards to the new stricter laws governing homes that are less than 75' from the waters edge.  I believe each 
request should be judged upon it's own situation.  There are many beautiful, stately homes that were built before the 75' regulation went into 
effect.  These homes are valuable and should be allowed to be updated.  I think the zoning committees could work with the home owner in 
developing proper expansion to their home.  As families grow, they need more space.  I also feel that window size in a home has no direct 
effect on the quality of water or wildlife.  Some common sense needs to be applied to some of these regulations.  I am all for preserving our 
natural resources.  I guess I live on a very beautiful lake (Lake Owen, in Cable, WI) where people care about the lake.  I understand there are 
areas that are grossly over built and need to have more controls.  I suggest each case be taken upon it's own merit.  I think points given for 
maintaining a wild area between home and lake, as in the mitigation process, is a great idea.  But let's not devalue property that is properly 
maintained. 
When I spoke to the county about my home be devalued because it is now a non-conforming structure, they said "someone will just buy your 
home and tear it down and build new."  Now, how many people can afford to purchase a lake home and just tear it down.  This is only 
providing this valuable lake property to only the very rich.  What happened to the average man.  Doesn't he deserve the same opportunity? 
  
Thank you 
  
Barbara McKinney 
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December 15,2003

Toni Herkert
Shoreland Management Team ]Leader
DNR WT/2,
Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707-7921

Dear Ms. Herkert,

I attended and spoke at the liste:ning session in Waukesha on 12/11/03. I would like to
address the following:

IV. Minimum Lot size -I am ill favor of Proposal B (keeping current law) for these
reasons:
.Changing the size to 20,000 square feet and 100 minimum lot width of 100

discourages the installation of sewer systems.
.It penalizes those lots in se,¥er district which have paid for the sewer system.
.A large lot without sewer does not guarantee a better waste disposal system, in fact,

most engineers and people iin the know would favor the smaller lot with sewer rather
than the larger lot without sewer.

.Most lake lots slope to the lake and while a septic system must be flat, the topography
slopes to the lake.

.Since most lake lots value is determined more by front footage rather than size
(except for those that are m'L1ltiple acres) 100 foot minimum will result in more
expensive lots. This will eliminate even more people from being able to afford a lot
(1/3 more expensive).

II. OHWM Setbacks -Boathouse Options -I am in favor of Proposal B (keeping current
law) for these reasons:

...

Boat houses are misnamed :)ince for the last 30 -40 years they have not housed boats
like they may have when motors could be carried and taken off and put on boats and
boats were smaller. But what they do contain are all the accessories that go with
boating. I don't keep my 8 foot sailboat in my boat house but I do need to take at
least two trips from my boathouse to carry the mast, the sail, the rudder, the center
board, the PFD, and lines tCI my boat which is on shore. Other things kept in my
boat house are skies, ski ropes, ski tubes, ropes, paddles, oars, PFD's, fishing rods.
fishing net, fishing tackle box, anchors, another sail and mast and all the rest for
another sail boat, inner tubes, water toys, etc., etc.
I believe the medium age for lot owners is older than the average age in Wisconsin
since if this is a second hou:se most people have to acquire the assets needed to buy a
second home. I am 57 ancl a boat house 75 feet from the OHWM would cause me
additional difficulty.
A better proposal would be to limit the size to 100 square feet if within 75 feet of the
OHWM.



I am the chainnan of a lake district in Waushara County. I appreciate the opportunity to

express my oplmons.

Sincerely,

)

~~R~./'\..-"..,

Jim Peirce
N51 W26274 Autumn Trail
Pewaukee, WI 53072
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Sent: Wednesday, December 31, 2003 3:44 PM

To : rose~a10@hotmail.com

Subject: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)
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ac
to 9
--.
.& ..,,-

Toni. Herkert@dnr.state-,wi.us

From: Jeri A. Ro~~rQ~_jal0@hotma~!!!~

To: Toni.Herkert@dnr.state-.wi.us

Subject: public comment on shoreline proposals
Sent: WednesdayrDecember 31, 200~41PM -

Ms. Herkert,

I would like to commend your staff work and that of the Citizen Advisory Committee on their work thus
far. I support the primary consensus issues thus far:

-eliminating the repairs/alternations to 50c1o of the non-conforming structure's assessed value rule;

-prohibition on expanding a residence within the primary buffer of 35 feet of the water's edge; and

-allowing UNUMITED repairs in that buffer area for aging structures.

We have a small seasonal cottage on the !ihore and have major roof repairs and one wall of a room. We
have been told by our county environment41 specialist that the roof repairs cannot be made if the wood
framing must also be replaced. As to the 'Nail repair, it is a one story room and the safest and easiest way
to do it correctly would be to take it down and re-build it as is. We have been told that if it comes down it
stays down. Our insurance has been cancelled due to the dis-repair. It seems very unfair that repairs to
retain the existing structure as is are not allowed.

One question I would have in writing this is the set back from property lines which is what seems to also
be a sticking point with the county. It seems very unfair that several neighbors can tear down perfectly
good houses; truck in fill to raise the ground level several feet above ours; be waived of rules that would
taper the edges and/or build a retaining wall we have to look at that is not aesthetically pleasing, and plop
a 6 foot fence on top of that new ground level, yet we cannot properly fix a wall and retain the property as
is. It seems that existing rules favor major rebuilding on the shoreline and favor people with money.

1/6/2004
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A second question I would have is regarding minimum lot width. I assume any changes grandfather in
existing lots for resale and if so I would support a change to the minimum lot width. However if existing
lots with smaller widths are not grandfattlered in for resale then I do not support the change.

Sincerely, Jeri Adams
414-962-9817

~--~
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December 22, 2003

Subject.

Dear Ms. Herkert,
I was able to attend the second Listening Session at the Waukesha Court House on
December lOth, You and your staff provided a wide range and quite detailed review of

the changes to $155. There was just too much information to take in during this short

r-O+;"'CT

~eQU~lll~ L1"" I hope that my answers have reflected my concern for protecting and improving the water

quality and potentially reducin~~ the boat traffic on our lake. We both feel quite strongly
that the MANY nonconforming lots on our lake will not be able to improve their

properties if these changes oCC1L}r.
If you have any desire to ask about my comments or replies, please contact us at the

email or home phone number.

Best regards,
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